This paper deals with urban political geographies and, most particularly, with political economy perspectives on urban politics. It offers an account that narrates what I see as influential pathways and intersections, theoretical debates, and methodological developments that have shaped contemporary urban political geographies in this vein since the 1970s, including: the 'new urban politics', intersections with postmodernism, and postcolonialism; urban neoliberalism and the contingency of urban politics; and, most recently, poststructural political economy and the notion of assemblage. This leads me to trace the implications of the shift in understanding from urban political geography to geographies of urban politics, and the growing emphasis on practice, contingency, relationality, and assemblage that accompany this shift. I conclude with reflections on new directions, new productive questions and tensions, and on the knowledge politics of how we do and might do contemporary urban political geographies.
Introduction
This paper deals with urban political geographies and, most particularly, with political economy perspectives on urban politics. Shaped by the formative influence of neo-marxian critique, urban political economy emerged as a somewhat distinctive domain in urban geography focused on "the transforming landscapes of urban economic development, the shifting institutional infrastructures of urban politics, and the changing directions of urban policy" (McLeod and Jones 2011, 2445) . From this perspective then, urban politics has largely come to stand for governance and policy. And, like many other areas of Anglophone geography, the western city has been at the core of its investigations and the source of its theorisations. 
Political economy perspectives on urban political geographies
For most of its relatively short history, the political has been explicitly at the heart of the sub-discipline of urban geography. The sub-discipline emerged as a systematized field in Anglophone geography only in the 1950s. The field developed initially within the quantitative spatial science paradigm of the time, framed by modernist aspirations to develop knowledge via rational theories, models and techniques segmented spatialities and increasingly carceral landscapes characteristic of postmodern urban capitalism.
Contemporary analyses of urban politics in this vein became preoccupied with how transformations in cities' socio-spatial forms were paralleled by shifts in their management and governance. Reflecting the tenets of regulation theory i , these analyses drew attention to seemingly systematic reworkings across western cities in the institutional configuration and policy thrusts of urban government as cities responded to deregulated global capitalism as 'hostile brothers' competing for globally mobile investment flows (Peck and Tickell 1994) . David Harvey's (1989b) characterization of this reworking as a transition 'from managerialism to entrepreneurialism' captured the transition in urban government priorities from social policy and service provision to boosterist, competition-oriented policies to nurture economic development, prioritise business elite interests and attract mobile investment. The move from 'government to governance' emerged as a dominant theme as scholars traced the seemingly ubiquitous enactment of entrepreneurialism as a new mode of urban politics across struggling and prosperous cities alike, via the creation of collaborative public-private governing institutions which adopted the culture, calculative practices and policy priorities of the private sector (e.g. M identity formation and structured and negotiated in 'the contingent circumstances of specific people in specific settings ' (Fincher and Jacobs 1998, 2) . These multiply constituted and locationally contingent notions of difference brought forward 'the politics of difference' and 'the politics of identity' as challenging new themes for urban political geography (see Keith and Pile 1993) . The structuring of difference and associated relations of power were also central themes in postcolonial studies of contemporary urbanism which also proliferated in the 1990s. These studies explored how, in ostensibly postcolonial cities, the material and discursive legacies of colonialism continued to shape everyday urban politics in struggles over the development and redevelopment of urban spaces, representation, identities and power relations (Jacobs 1996; Yeoh 2000) . Urban geography's engagements with theories of difference and postcolonialism conceptually unsettled understandings of urban processes, 'the city', the nature of power relations and the sources of authority. Tellingly, this suggested that urban politics needed to be reconceived with greater sensitivity to the multiple processes of identity formation and reproduction, to anti-essentialist understandings of (multiple) class positionings, and to the cultural as well as the economic (Gibson, 1998 , Dowling 2009 ). And it suggested that crucial sites of politics and sources of political alignment lay outside the formal realms of government and economy and presumed class alliances, pointing instead to diverse political formations (irreducible to singular class alignments), practices and actors as part of the field of urban politics. These reconceptualisations raised new complexities to be negotiated by neo-marxian urban political analysis, its methodologies and its normative dimensions. Methodologically, these reconceptualisations demanded a new emphasis on recognizing and deconstructing textual, representational, discursive and performative processes in urban politics. And the emphasis on context, locatedness, anti-essentialism and contingency engrained in the politics of difference approach, challenged any tendency to read off the lineaments of local urban political contestations or the axes of power from wider processes of political-economic or cultural transformations.
An equally profound challenge lay in the poststructural/postcolonial insistence on non-essentialist understandings of social categories, relations and identities, whereby understanding in given, fixed, universal or singular terms is replaced (and destablised) by understanding in contingent, fluid, relative, multiple and performative terms. These conceptual shifts all problematised the normative underpinnings that characterised neo-Marxian political-economy-focused analyses of urban politics and its (redistributive) prescriptions for urban justice. The challenge, one not always readily accepted (Harvey 1992) , was to embrace the diverse textures and spaces of postmodern urban politics and power relations, to embrace broader and shifting understandings of class, justice and their material and discursive underpinnings, and to accept the uncertainty of outcomes-indeed the radical contingency-associated with urban political action (Watson and Gibson 1995) . As the following discussion elaborates, these are challenges that politicaleconomy informed work on urban political geographies has continually engaged with over the last decade. Though, in truth, this engagement runs deeper in some strands than in others.
The politics of the city in neoliberalism/the neoliberal city and the public realm, the extension of privatism beyond formal governance agencies into politics of everyday urban life, the intensification of social control and surveillance in governing public spaces, and the resulting politics of the 'right to the city' (Low and Smith 2006; Purcell 2008; Staheli and Mitchell 2008; Walks 2008) . For some, the triumph of urban neoliberalism has been so complete, and the mechanisms and policy priorities of privatism and entrepreneurial urban governance so entrenched as the commonsense of 'good governance', that the city has become 'postpolitical', allowing neoliberal tenets to be re-established despite the recent perturbations of the global financial crisis (Keil 2009; Swyngedouw 2009 ).
'Actually-existing' urban neoliberalisms and beyond
The mutual constitution of urban and global neoliberalism, then, has been an insistent theme in recent political economy accounts of urban politics. But this has not precluded these accounts from engaging seriously with poststructural critiques and alternative conceptions of urban politics. Poststructuralism's emphasis on context, contingency and multiplicity suggests it is impossible to understand urban economic and political restructuring processes in terms of local responses to abstract global imperatives, as disembodied or undifferentiated, or as taking place on 'some placeless stage ' (Fincher and Jacobs, 1998: 13, Larner and LeHeron, 2002) . Responding to the analytical constraints and effects of 'reading for dominance'-often times packaged with neo-marxian political economy analyses-has led some analysts to turn to poststructural political economy, drawing on Foucauldian theories of governmentality and Deleuzian ideas of assemblage to rethink and retheorise contemporary urbanism, urban politics and policy. Still working within a critical political economy framework, they have resisted taking the categories and processes shaping urban politics as pre-given but instead sought to examine how these are codified and framed, mobilized and drawn together to shape subjects and to problematize and politicise issues in situated contexts, and with what effect (see . We situate our analysis in the contemporary political-economic context of Australian residential development and investigate how these estates emerge through heterogeneous assemblages of actors: developers, financiers, state projects, local and state policy frameworks, governance and management practices, the materiality of the city, design ideals, and overlapping social, economic and even environmental projects.
We trace how these assemblages result in a recomposition of the public and private domains, contingently reworking how these domains practically intersect to give rise to particular governance arrangements, to shape neighbourhood politics and the political identities enacted by estate residents. But, by starting with practices, processes and assemblage rather than with pre-given categories and structuressuch as markets/states, public/private, economic/social-we do not assume that these estates are dominated by privatized urban politics and neoliberal governance logics and subjectivities. Rather, we explore the processes and practices involved in these estates' production and governance. 
Conclusion
This paper has offered an account tracking the theoretical and methodological currents that have circulated around and influenced studies of urban politics from a political economy perspective, concluding with an exploration of the growing influence and epistemological implications of poststructural political economy.
Poststructuralism's emphases on framing, discourse, practice, contingency, multiplicity, relationality and assemblage has brought both analytical tensions and generative questions to political economy analyses of urban politics. It also foregrounds the question of knowledge politics and I want to close with a brief reflection on the implications of the knowledge politics of poststructural political economy for future geographies of urban politics.
Poststructuralism demands attention to the ways in which thinking practices-the theories and concepts we see through and the accounts we produce when we 'write the world' of urban politics-have performative effect. Our accounts circulate, they frame, they bring certain social and spatial relations to the fore and, crucially, they become part of the assemblage through which urban politics are enacted.
Consciousness of the performativity of knowledge has challenged political economy analyses of urban politics to consider the effect of its 'writing of the world'. To be sure, this consciousness was part of the move away from totalizing accounts of the neoliberalisation of urban politics towards more contingent accounts. Yet poststructural political economy pushes further than this and suggests a different knowledge politics beyond that of critique, which has traditionally motivated political economy urban analyses (Blomley 2008 Poststructural political economy, then, not only points to analysis of how urban politics and power relations are (provisionally) made but, crucially, to how they might be re-made. This suggests a knowledge politics that, while it maintains a critical view on trends in urban politics, policy and governance, is also explicitly attuned to the multiplicities inherent in urban processes and to the ever-present possibilities for reassembly to enact different, more productive outcomes.
Poststructuralism's insistence on understanding the geographies of urban politics in terms of relationality and multiplicity, rather than terms bound to the formal political spaces and territory of the (single) city, also opens up the possibility of ii Peck et al, 2009b have noted that of the 2500 articles in social science using the term neoliberalism, 86% were published after 1998. To be sure, prior accounts of the politics of the entrepreneurial city involved implicit emphasis on the transformative effects of privatization, commodification and marketisation-the mechanisms of neoliberalisation. But since the 2000s, analysis has tended to be more explicitly framed in terms of the politics of 'the neoliberal city ' (e.g. Hackworth, 2007) .
iii For example, in considering the role of cities and the governance of climate change, Bulkeley (2005) queries whether political economy interpretations can be straightforwardly extended, and suggests that a more careful reconceptualisation of the actors, roles, relationships and power relations is needed in this rapidly emerging domain of urban politics.
iv Integrated estates with privately-provided communal facilities and services paid for by resident levies, and managed through private micro-governance mechanisms.
v Which, of course, is not to say that all urban political analysis have adhered to this imaginary. As McCann and Ward (2011b, 168) point out, Harvey's analyses of urban politics were clear that 'to discover the "where" of urban politics and policymaking, we must leave not just the confines of city hall but also the city itself'
vi This sits within a longer standing interest in human geography more generally in the ways cities are constituted by their relations to other places and in relation to processes operating across wider geographical fields (see Amin and Thrift, 2002; Massey, 2005) .
vii McCann consciously focuses on urban social rather than economic development policy and on non-elite urban actors as a corrective to the tendency in neo-marxian political economy analyses to interpret urban politics through these prisms.
viii Situating the claims of western urban theory has thus far been advanced through a 'comparative turn' (Ward 2010 ) whereby comparative work is used, amongst other things, as a means of both expanding the gaze of theorisation and learning about its limits.
ix Roy (2009, 826) offers one resonant example when she points out that "(u)rban theory has long been concerned with the ways in which the poor and marginalized act in the face of power. However, it has been better able to explain acts of power than acts of resistance, as in concepts of growth machines, political regimes of redevelopment, modes of regulation, and urban entrepreneurialism. The 'Third World' literature on informality is a treasure-trove of conceptual work on the 'grassroots' of the city, and is thus able to expand considerably the analysis of 'urban politics' (Roy 2009, 826) .
